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~  SECRET

9 July 1965

HOORANDIM FOR: Deputy Director for Support
BUBJECT :  (uarterly Reporting on Personnel Problem Cases

1. Given the terms of reference set forth in paragraph 3
of Col. White's memorandum {DD/S 65-3081), the procedures out~
1ined in the enclosure to the Director of Persomnel's memorandum
45 the DEI deted 16 June 1965 would esteblish a reporting meche-
nism that probaebly would asccomplish what the Director depires,
although I believe it would be wore effective if modified es
suggested in paragreph 3.0., below.

8. I egree that some system of periodic and relstively
frequent reporting of developing cases of unsuitebility is desir--
sble. @Such & mechanism should afford s messure of relief from
the problem we have repeatedly hed of baving to cope with problem
cpses "after the fact.” In our survey of personnel securlty the
principal deficiency we uncovered was the fact that many gupervi-
sors, particularly at the lower levels, gimply did not know much
sbout their subordinstes. A querterly sttestation by the gupervi=-
sor &8 to the suitsbility of his subordinstes is & device for
foreing him to learn more sbout them.

3. There sre harerds in such & system, however. I am
tyoubled by the very same pointe that Mr. Echols brings cut in
paregraph 4 of his memorandum to the Director. 1 see additionel
problems, some of vhich arise from the genersl nature of any
such reporting system and some of which stem from the approech
the Director of Personnel has teken.

a. We should expect that outsiders will become ewere
of the existence of such a reporting system. The Congress
wight mccept it as a necessary precsution, but I doubt that
the Press would. We should be prepared to face criticism
of the system &s a further encroschment on the individusl's
privecy. Service with the Agency is wholly voluntery and
the individuel 18 repeatedly wede aware that part of the
price he pays for the privilege of working with us le the
gurrender of e measure of the privacy that those in
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nonsensitive positions enjoy. TPhe Director is given stebutery
repponsibility for protection of intelligence scurces and
methods end he haes the euthority to teke any ressonsble measure
he feels necessary to carry ocut that responsibility. If the
individuel velues his privecy nmore than the privilege of work-
ing for CIA, then he is free to seek employment in & nonsensie
tive agency,

Y. In our variocus issuances on employee suitsbility we
treat on-theejob performance seperately from offsthe=Jjob conduct.
I am convinced that the two sre go closely related that such
a distinction is fallmclous. Meny of the problem cases that
come to my attembtion involve inferior performance thet hes iis
origing In personslity trelts thet affect job performence,

The malcontent who might become a security risk usually is in
some sort of trouble on the job. In my opinion, it is just
&8 Important to alert senior mansgewent, in edvance, of a
dsveloping problem case involving Job perforuence s it is

to warn of signs of deteriorgting moral fiber. The fitness
reporting mechanism has not proveld an effective meanz of sc-
complishing thie.

¢. The Director of Personnel's proposal addresses itself
to only e plece of the problem. There is something to be
geined from esrly warning to senior mansgement thet & problem
is developing. What senioy mensgement would want to know in
sddition, however, iles what steps were being teken to coyrect
the anomaly. If the employee's deficlencies are amenable to
correction and if vwe ere interested in rehabilitsting him,
then his supervisor or cother sppropriate eauthority must in-
form him thet hle fsults mre recogniged, define them to him,
and work with him toward their elimination. The reporting
gystem should require the supervisor to certify that the
employee has been informed of his wesknesses and should
degcribe the ections being teken to correct the feults.

d. OQur fitnees reporting mechenism has not proved to be
en effective system for conveying e total picture of sn indie
viduel's suitablility for continued employment. I have ree
peatedly had to deal with termination, surpius, and reduction«
in-grade cages gppesled to the Inapector General in which the
first question asked by the appeslee is literally: "Why me?
I hed no prior warning that there was enything smiss.”
Usually, from the written record in the Officiml Personnel
Folder, we are herd pressed to reply. The Forelgn Service
hes recently instituted e two-part Pitness report form.
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¥he part thet concerne the employee's potential is not shown
£o him. I understsnd the new procedure was devised becauze
of State's chronic inebility to get honest fitness repoyis
from supervisors. The so-called 701 exercise of 1962 proved
to my sstisfaction thet s similer problem existe in CIA. As
you know, we used to have & two-part system in the Agency bub
abendoned it. Attached st Tab A 18 » chart comparing Titness
reporting policies of the various government mgencies. It is
spparent that there is little consistency among the seversl
gystems. Certain of the policles established in other agen-
eles seem to me to be prefersble to our own. One of the major
wesknesses I see in our system is that the employee is not
aliowed sccess to his O0fficisl Personnel ¥older in order to
review fltnees reports over past yesrs. He can trage his
esreer progress, in terms of how it has been evalusted, only
by recourse to uncertaln memory.

e. ¥ sm particularly troubled by the point that over the
years we have taken & bit-and-plece approach to the management
of personnel evalustion, both as to performance and 88 to
conduct. In December 1962 we established e mechanism for
integrating sengitive personnel information into Office of
Personnel records. In March 1964 Genersl Carter tackled the
problem of supervisory deficlencies in matters of employee
performance 8nd behaviour. In Mey 1964 we established the
Personnel Evaluation Board to replece the old Disposition
¥oard. The problem needs & much broader scale atteck.

£, Although Y recognize that I may be "eighting the prob-
lem,” I am wery of the urwieldiness of the current propossl.
It will require en appreciable amount of executive attention
to ensure that the system doesn't collspse under 1is own
weight and become merely another quarterly report that an
alresdy report-beridden Chief of Station must get oub.

4. It eppears to me that it is time to take & fresh look at
the whole problem of observing, recording, and reporting on
employse sultebility: the fitnpess reporting procedure itself and
the various ancillery mechanisme that have grown up ovexr the years.
I urge that such a charge be placed upon the Personnel Evaluation
Bosrd or s panel of its membership under the chairmsnshlp of the
Director of Personnel and with participation by senior line officers
#rom each of the Directorates and by representatives of the Office
of Medical Services, the Office of Becurity and the General Counsel.
1 would hope to see as mn outcome & single, cohesive procedure that
¢ould be published as an Agency regulstion, rather than as & series
of limited-distribution memorands whose substances are paseed on by
word of mouth. ) :
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Hote 1 =~ (SC also recommends that ratee have the right of appeal to
a PBoard of Review.

Note 2 ~- CSC recommends a minimum of 90 days, in writing.
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